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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

The following are the related appeals, interferences, and judicial proceedings 
known to the examiner which may be related to, directly affect or be directly affected by 
or have bearing on the board's decision in the pending appeal: 

Based on the information supplied by the Appellants, and to the best of 
Appellants' legal representative's knowledge, the real party in the interest is the 
assignee, Quazant Technology, Inc. of Cypress, TX. 

(2) Related Appeals and interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial 
proceedings which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The amendment after final rejection filed on August 11, 2006. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 
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The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

6.144.965 Oliver 11-2000 

(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U,S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in 
the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent 
by another filed in the United States before the inventioin by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and was 
published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 3-10, 12-13, 15-23, 25-28, 30-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US Patent No. 6,144,965 to Oliver (hereinafter called Oliver). 
Per claim 3: ^ 
Oliver disclose: 

- A computer-implemented method of memory management, comprising the 
steps of: 

- providing a smart pointer (A smart pointer element is analogous to LISTPTR, See 
FIG. 5C, element LISTPTR) 

- for association with a memory-resident element (FIG. 5C, element OBJECT ) 
(col. 5, lines 12-13 "second entry in the pointer list is created for the same object" 
/ associating an additional smart pointer element), 

- the smart pointer including a next pointer (FIG. 5C, element NEXT and col. 5, 
lines 15-16 ""the second pointer... includes a "next pointer""); 
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- providing an assignment means for assigning the next pointer (FIG. 5C, element 
NEXT - 'next pointer' connects the elements of the circular linked list) 

- to point to the smart pointer thereby creating a linked list comprising the smart 
pointer; (col. 5, lines 17-20 "the "next pointer"... linked to each other" / using a 
next pointer, pointer elements are linked in a circular linked list / see Fig. 5C) 
(A circular linked list of smart pointer [elements] associated with (pointing to / 
referencing) a 'memory resident element' object. Each smart pointer [element] in 
the list has a 'next pointer', pointing to the next smart pointer [element].) 

- providing a comparison means for comparing the value of the next pointer to the 
value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is 
included, (col. 5, lines 34-37 "FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next 
pointer"... are examined..." / compare the value of the next pointer, the address 
the next pointer is pointing to, to the value of the location of the element in the 
linked list / the address of the smart pointer element in the linked list) 

- whereby a detemiination can be made if the linked list contains more than one 
smart pointer (col. 5, lines 34-37 "FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next 
pointer"... are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the same as 
the "previous pointer" (if the 'next pointer' is pointing to an address containing an 
pointer element in a circular linked list of one pointer element / pointing to itself) 
"...then there is clearly only one pointer (element) remaining in the list... final 
pointer is deleted, no pointers will remain in the list. Thus, if the "next pointer" 
pointer is the same as the "previous pointer" pointer, then the object... deleted... 
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and the last pointer to the object... deleted... If the "next pointer" pointer is not 
the same as the "previous pointer" (in the case where there are more than one 
pointer elements in the linked list)... other pointers remaining that point to the 
object. In this case, a pointer is removed from the list in step 508 and then the 
pointer is deleted in step 506"); and 

- deleting the memory-resident element associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, 
lines 28-29 "the object (memory resident element) is then deemed unreferenced 
and may be deleted") 

- if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is equal to the value of the 
memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is included (If 'next 
pointer' is wrapped around circular linked list of one element and is pointing to 
itself / both have the same address value, as in the case of only one pointer 
element left in the circular linked list of pointer elements, col. 5, lines 34-37 "FIG. 
5D,.. Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" and "previous pointer" pointers 
are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the same as the 
"previous pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in the list... 
final pointer is deleted...") and 

- not deleting the memory-resident element if the value of the next pointer of the 
smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory location of the smart pointer 
in which the pointer is included (in the case of more than one pointer element 
remaining in the circular linked list, 'next pointer' is pointing to an address value 
of a successive pointer element in the circular linked list, addresses are not the 
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same - col. 5, lines 43-46 "If the "next pointer" pointer is not the same as the 
"previous pointer" pointer, however, then there are clearly other pointers 
remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer is removed from the list 
in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506"). 

(When the 'next pointer' (of the smart pointer [element]) is pointing to itself, as 
determined by a compare of the memory location values, in the case of a circular 
linked list of only one element, then delete the 'memory resident element' (object 
pointed to by smart pointer elements) 

Otherwise do not delete the 'memory resident element', if the values of the 
memory location are different / meaning there is more than one smart pointer 
[element] left in the circular linked list that is referencing the 'memory resident 
element'. 

This is a way of accounting for multiple references to a memory location holding 
an object and knowing when the use of the memory space occupied by the 
object is no longer required. 

As references to an object are no longer needed, a pointer element may be 
deleted (col. 5, line 22) from the circular linked list. The 'next pointer' is adjusted 
to keep the circular characteristic of the linked list. 
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When the 'next pointer' points to the (col. 5, line 25) one and only element left in 
the circular linked list of pointer elements, the Values of the memory location' are 
the same. 

If it is desired to delete (memory management) the last linked list pointer (when 
the next pointer points to the one and only linked list element / points to itself) to 
the 'memory resident elementVobject, the 'memory resident element' / object 
referenced by the pointer linked list may be deleted, as it is no longer needed. ) 



Per claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 3 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the method comprises the step of providing a common base to the smart 
pointer (col. 2, lines 7-8 "base class creates a reference counter for smart pointer 
to the object"). 

Per claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 3 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the element is an object in an object-oriented programming environment 
(col. 3, lines 28-30 "a method... in an object-oriented programming 
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environment"). 
Per claims 6: 

Tfie rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the smart pointer includes an object pointer for pointing to the object 
(col. 4, lines 42-44 "a copy of the original reference pointer is mad, the new 
reference pointer also points to the original object and its associated count 
object"). 

Per claims 7, 10, 17, 20, 25, and 28: 

The rejection of claim 3 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the linked list comprises a ring (see Fig. 5C and related discussion). 

Per claim 8: 

Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the smart pointer includes a previous pointer. The limitations in the 
claims are similar to those in claim 3, and rejected under the same rational set 
forth in connection with the rejection of claim 3. 

Per claims 9, 19, and 27: 

The rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 
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- providing an assignment means for assigning tlie previous pointer to point to the 
smart pointer, thereby creating a bi-directional, doubly-linked list (see Fig. 5B and 
related discussion). 

Per claim 21: 

The rejection of claim 3 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- providing a deletion means for deleting the memory-resident element 
associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, lines 22-23 "delete a pointer... is 
deleted") if the value of the next-pointer of the smart pointer is equal to the 
value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next-pointer is 
included (col. 4, lines 55-67 "each time a pointer is deleted... deleted in step 
408"). 

Per claims 12, 22, and 30: 

The rejection of claim 3 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the smart pointer includes a first smart pointer, and wherein the method 
comprises the step of providing an attachment means for attaching a second 
smart pointer associated with the memory-resident element to the linked list 
element (col. 5, lines 12-20 "second entry in the pointer list is created for the 
same object... linked to each other"). 



Per claim 13: 
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Oliver disclose: 

- providing a linked list comprising a smart pointer (FIG. 5C, element NEXT - 'next 
pointer' connects the elements of the circular linked list) associated with a 
memory-resident element (col. 5, lines 12-13 "second entry in the pointer list is 
created for the same object"), 

- the smart pointer including a next-pointer for pointing to the smart pointer (col. 5, 
lines 17-20 "the "next pointer"... linked to each other" / using a next pointer, 
pointer elenients are linked in a circular linked list / see Fig. 5C) 

(A circular linked list of smart pointer [elements] associated with (pointing to / 
referencing) a 'memory resident element' object. Each smart pointer [element] in 
the list has a 'next pointer", pointing to the next smart pointer [element].); and 

- providing a comparison means for comparing the value of memory of the smart 
pointer to the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer, to provide whether 
the linked list contains only the smart pointer (col. 5, lines 34-37 "pointer... 
examined... pointer is the same. ..one pointer remaining in the list" / compare the 
value of the next pointer, the address the next pointer is pointing to, to the value 
of the location of the element in the linked list / the address of the smart pointer 
element in the linked list) 

- deleting the memory-resident element associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, 
lines 28-29 "the object (memory resident element) is then deemed unreferenced 
and may be deleted" and col. 5, lines 22-23 "delete a pointer... is deleted") if the 
value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is equal to the value of the memory 
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location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is included (If 'next pointer' 
is wrapped around circular linked list of one element and is pointing to itself / both 
have the same address value, as in the case of only one pointer element left in 
the circular linked list of pointer elements, col. 5, lines 34-37 TIG, 5D... Prior to 
deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" and "previous pointer" pointers are 
examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the same as the "previous 
pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in the list... final pointer 
is deleted) and 

- not deleting the memory-resident element if the value of the next pointer of the 
smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory location of the smart pointer 
in which the pointer is included (col. 5, lines 43-46 "If the "next pointer" pointer is 
not the same as the "previous pointer" pointer, however, then there are clearly 
other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer is 
removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506"). 

(When the 'next pointer' (of the smart pointer [element]) is pointing to itself, as 
determined by a compare of the memory location values, in the case of a circular 
linked list of only one element, then delete the 'memory resident element (object 
pointed to by smart pointer elements) 

OthenA/ise do not delete the 'memory resident element', if the values of the 
memory location are different / meaning there is more than one smart pointer 
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[element] left in the circular linked list that is referencing the 'memory resident 
element'. 

This is a way of accounting for multiple references to a memory location holding 
an object and knowing when the use of the memory space occupied by the 
object is no longer required. 

As references to an object are no longer needed, a pointer element may be 
deleted (col. 5, line 22) from the circular linked list. The 'next pointer' is adjusted 
to keep the circular characteristic of the linked list. 

When the 'next pointer' points to the (col. 5, line 25) one and only element left in 
the circular linked list of pointer elements, the 'values of the memory location' are 
the same. 

If it is desired to delete (memory management) the last linked list pointer (when 
the next pointer points to the one and only linked list element / points to itself) to 
the 'memory resident element'/object, the 'memory resident element' / object 
referenced by the pointer linked list may be deleted, as it is no longer needed. ) 

Per claim 15: 

The rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 
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- wherein the element is an object in an object-oriented programming environment. 
The limitations in the claims are similar to those in claim 23, and rejected under 
the same rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 23. 

Per claim 16: 

- wherein the smart pointer includes an object pointer for pointing to the object. 
The limitations in the claims are similar to those in claim 13, and rejected under 
the same rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 13. 

Per claim 18: 

- wherein the smart pointer includes a previous pointer. The limitations in the 
claims are similar to those in claim 13, and rejected under the same rational set 
forth in connection with the rejection of claim 13. 

Per claims 23 and 35: 

- providing a linked list comprising a first smart pointer (A smart pointer element is 
analogous to LISTPTR, See FIG, 5C, element LISTPTR) and a second smart 
pointer each associated with a memory-resident element (FIG. 5C, element 
OBJECT and col. 5, lines 12-13 "second entry in the pointer list is created for the 
same object" / associating an additional smart pointer element)), the first smart 
pointer including a first next-pointer (FIG. 5C, element NEXT) for pointing to the 
second smart pointer and the second smart pointer including a second next- 
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pointer for pointing to the first smart pointer (FIG. 5C, element NEXT - 'next 
pointer' connects the elements of the circular linked list and col. 5, lines 15-16 
"the second pointer.:, includes a "next pointer""); and 

- providing a comparison means for comparing the value of the memory location of 
a selected smart pointer giving up its association with the memory-resident 
element to the value of the next-pointer of the selected smart pointer (col. 5, lines 
17-20 "the "next pointer"... linked to each other" / using a next pointer, pointer 
elements are linked in a circular linked list / see Fig. 5C) 

(A circular linked list of smart pointer [elements] associated with (pointing to / 
referencing) a 'memory resident element' object. Each smart pointer [element] in 
the list has a 'next jDointer', pointing to the next smart pointer [element].), 

- to provide a determination whether the linked list contains only the selected 
smart pointer (col. 5, lines 34-37 "pointer... examined... pointer is the same... one 
pointer remaining in the list" ) 

- deleting the memory-resident element associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, 
lines 28-29 "the object (memory resident element) is then deemed unreferenced 
and may be deleted" and col. 5, lines 22-23 "delete a pointer... is deleted") 

- if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is equal to the value of the 
memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is included (col. 5, 
lines 34-37 "FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" and "previous 
pointer" pointers are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the 
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same as the "previous pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in 
the list... final pointer is deleted) and 
- not deleting the memory-resident element if the value of the next pointer of the 
smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory location of the smart pointer 
in which the pointer is included (col. 5. lines 43-46 "If the "next pointer" pointer is 
not the same as the "previous pointer" pointer, however, then there are clearly 
other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer is 
removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506"). 

(When the 'next pointer' (of the smart pointer [element]) is pointing to itself, as 
determined by a compare of the memory location values, in the case of a circular 
linked list of only one element, then delete the 'memory resident element' (object 
pointed to by smart pointer elements) 

OthenA/ise do not delete the 'memory resident element', if the values of the 
memory location are different / meaning there is more than one smart pointer 
[element] left in the circular linked list that is referencing the 'memory resident 
element'. 

This is a way of accounting for multiple references to a memory location holding 
an object and knowing when the use of the memory space occupied by the 
object is no longer required. 
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As references to an object are no longer needed, a pointer element may be 
deleted (col. 5, line 22) from the circular linked list. The 'next pointer' is adjusted 
to keep the circular characteristic of the linked list. 

When the 'next pointer' points to the (col. 5, line 25) one and only element left in 
the circular linked list of pointer elements, the 'values of the memory location' are 
the same. 

If it is desired to delete (memory management) the last linked list pointer (when 
the next pointer points to the one and only linked list element / points to itselO to 
the 'memory resident elementVobject, the 'memory resident element' / object 
referenced by the pointer linked list may be deleted, as it is no longer needed. ) 

Per claim 26: 

- ' wherein the first smart pointer and the second smart pointer each include a 
previous pointer. The limitations in the claims are similar to those in claim 23, and 
rejected under the same rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 
23. 



Per claim 31: 
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- comprising the step of providing a common base to the smart pointers. The 
limitations in the claims are similar to those in claim 23, and rejected under the 
same rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 23. 

Per claim 32: 

The rejection of claim 23 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the element is an object in an object-oriented programming environment. 
The limitations in the claims are similar to those in claim 23, and rejected under 
the same rational set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 23. 

Per claim 33: 

The rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the first smart pointer and the second smart pointer each include an 
object pointer for pointing to the object. The limitations in the claims are similar to 
those in claim 23, and rejected under the same rational set forth in connection 
with the rejection of claim 23. 

Per claim 34: 

The rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and further, Oliver disclose: 

- wherein the first smart pointer is associated with a first object of a first class and 
the second smart pointer is associated with a second object of a second class, 
and wherein the method comprises the step of providing a conversion means for 
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providing automatic conversion between the first smart pointer and the second 
smart pointer (col. 5, lines 12-22 "second entry... linked to each other"). 



(10) Response to Argument 

In section 7. ARGUMENT (page 13-23), Appellant argued that: 

Respecting Claims 3-10. 12 (pages 13-14) 

Thus, it is also clear from this text that the Examiner (perhaps unintentionally) 
acknowledges that Oliver compares the next and previous pointers. The "value of the memory 
location of the smart pointer In which the selected next pointer is included" is not even 
considered or mentioned in the cited text of Oliver. It is not used in the Oliver test. Only the 
next and previous pointers are compared in Oliver. Hence, Oliver unquestionably fails to 
disclose at least Applicant's claimed feature of "comparing the value of the next pointer to the 
value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the selected next pointer is included." 
Likewise, Oliver fails disclose the step of "deleting the memory-resident element associated with 
the smart pointer if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is equal to the value of the 
memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is included and not deleting the 
memory-resident element if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is not equal to the 
value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is included" as 
recited in claim 3. For at least these reasons, the rejection of claim 3 in view of Oliver is 
deficient, as Oliver fails to disclose each and every element recited in claim 3. 

Examiner's Response 

To find out more about linked lists and pointers please see the attachment 
(Mastering algorithm with C by Kyle Loudon published in August 1999). 

In response to Appellant argument, Oliver discloses as described previously 
in the final action mailed on April 21 , 2006 that Oliver discloses the method and 



apparatus to perform memory management in an object-oriented programming (See the 
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Abstract). More specifically, for the limitation "comparing the value of the next pointer to 
the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is . 
included", as indicated by the examiner that the Oliver compares/examines next and 
previous pointer in the memory which could only be done by comparing the memory 
locations/addresses of the pointers (see the attached for the definition of address from 
Microsoft dictionary). In addition, Oliver discloses the pointers next and previous are 
examined (compared) before they are deleted from the memory (col. 5, lines 34-37 
"FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" and "previous pointer" pointers 
are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the same as the "previous 
pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining. in the list... final pointer is 
deleted, no pointers will remain in the list. Thus, if the "next pointer" pointer is the same 
as the "previous pointer" pointer, then the.object... deleted... and the last pointer to the 
object... deleted... If the "next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous 
pointer"... other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer is 
removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer Is deleted in step 506") 
(Emphasis added). Appellant further argued and In response to Appellant 
argument, Oliver discloses the limitation "deleting the memory-resident element 
associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, lines 28-29 "the object (memory resident 
element) is then deemed unreferenced and may be deleted" and col. 5, lines 22-23 
"delete a pointer... is deleted") if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is 
equal to the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer 
is included (col. 5, lines 34-37 "FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" 
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and "previous pointer" pointers are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer 
is the same as the "previous pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in 
the list... final pointer is deleted) and not deleting the memory-resident element if the 
value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory 
location of the smart pointer in which the pointer is included (col. 5. lines 43-46 "If the 
"next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous pointer" pointer, however, then 
there are clearly other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer 
is removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506")". 
Therefore, the Examiner considers Oliver does disclose the limitations as claimed in 
claim 3. 

Respecting Claims 13. 15-22 (page 16) 

But, as the Examiner already acknowledged, the cited text of Oliver at col. 5, lines 34-37 
compares the next and previous poiriters. The "value of the memory location of the smart 
pointer" is not even considered or mentioned in the cited text of Oliver. It is not used in the 
Oliver test. Only the next and previous pointers arc compared in Oliver. Hence, Oliver 
unquestionably fails to disclose at least Applicant's claimed feature of "comparing the value of 
the memory location of the smart pointer the value of the next-pointer of the smart pointer." 
Likewise, Oliver fails disclose the step of ''deleting the memory-resident element associated with 
the smart pointer if the value of the next-pointer of the smart pointer is equal to the value of the 
memory location of the smart pointer in which the next-pointer is included and not deleting the 
memory -resident element if the value of the next-pointer of the smart pointer is not equal to the 
value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next-pointer is included" as 
recited in claim 13. For at least these reasons, the rejection of claim 13 in view of Oliver is 
deficient, as Oliver fails to disclose each and every element recited in claim 13. 
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Examiner's Response 

In response to Appellant argument, Oliver discloses as described previously 
in the final action mailed on April 21, 2006 that Oliver discloses the method and 
apparatus to perform memory management in an object-oriented programming (See the 
Abstract). More specifically, for the limitation "comparing the value of the next pointer to 
the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is 
included", as indicated by the examiner that the Oliver compares/examines next and 
previous pointer in the memory which could only be done by comparing the memory 
locations/addresses of the pointers (see the attached for the definition of address from 
Microsoft dictionary). In addition, Oliver discloses the pointers next and previous are 
examined (compared) before they are deleted from the memory (col. 5, lines 34-37 
"FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" and "previous pointer" pointers 
are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the same as the "previous 
pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in the list... final pointer is 
deleted, no pointers will remain in the list. Thus, if the "next pointer" pointer is the same 
as the "previous pointer" pointer, then the object... deleted... and the last pointer to the 
object... deleted... If the "next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous 
pointer"... other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer is 
removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506") 
(Emphasis added). Appellant further argued and in response to Appellant 
argument, Oliver discloses the limitation "deleting the memory-resident element 
associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, lines 28-29 "the object (memory resident 
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element) is then deemed unreferenced and may be deleted" and col. 5, lines 22-23 
"delete a pointer... is deleted") if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is 
equal to the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer 
is included (col. 5, lines 34-37 "FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" 
and "previous pointer" pointers are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer 
is the same as the "previous pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in 
the list... final pointer is deleted) and not deleting the memory-resident element if the 
value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory 
location of the smart pointer in which the pointer is included (col. 5, lines 43-46 "If the 
"next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous pointer" pointer, however, then 
there are clearly other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer 
is removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506")". 
Therefore, the Examiner considers Oliver does disclose the limitations as claimed in 
claim 13. 

Respecting Claims 23. 25-28 and 30-33 (page 18-19) 

But, as the Examiner al ready acknowledged, the cited text of Oliver at col. 5, lines 34-37 
compares the next and previous pointers. The "value of the memory location of a selected smart 
pointer giving up its association" is not even considered or mentioned in the cited text of Oliver. 
It is not used in the Oliver test. Only the next and previous pointers are compared in Oliver. 
Hence» Oliver unquestionably fails to disclose at least Apphcant's claimed feature oP^comparing 
the value of the memorv location of a selected smart pointer giving up its association with the 
memory-resident element to the value of the next-pointer of the selected smart pointer." 
Likewise, Oliver fails disclose the step of "providing a deletion means for deleting the 
memory-resident element associated with the smart pointer if the value of the next-pointer of the 
selected smart pointer is equal to the value of the memory location of the selected smart pointer 
in which the next-pointer is included and not deleting the memory-resident element if the value 
of the next- pointer of the selected smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory location 
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of the selected smart pointer in which the next pointer is included" as recited in claim 23. For 
at least these reason, the rejection of claim 23 in view of Oliver is deficient, as Oliver fails to 
disclose each and every element recited in claim 23. 

Examiner's Response 

In response to Appellant argument, Oliver discloses as described previously 
in tine final action mailed on April 21 , 2006 that Oliver discloses the method and 
apparatus to perfomri memory management in an object-oriented programming (See the 
Abstract). More specifically, for the limitation "comparing the value of the next pointer to 
the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is 
included", as indicated by the examiner that the Oliver compares/examines next and 
previous pointer in the memory which could only be done by comparing the memory 
locations/addresses of the pointers (see the.attached for the definition of address from 
Microsoft dictionary). In addition, Oliver discloses the pointers next and previous are 
examined (compared) before they are deleted from the memory (col. 5, lines 34-37 
"FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" and "previous pointer" pointers 
are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the same as the "previous 
pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in the list... final pointer is 
deleted, no pointers will remain in the list. Thus, if the "next pointer" pointer is the same 
as the "previous pointer" pointer, then the object... deleted... and the last pointer to the 
object... deleted... If the "next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous 
pointer"... other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer is 
removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506") 
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(Emphasis added). Appellant further argued and In response to Appellant 
argument, Oliver discloses the limitation "deleting the memory-resident element 
associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, lines 28-29 "the object (memory resident 
element) is then deemed unreferenced and may be deleted" and col. 5, lines 22-23 
"delete a pointer... is deleted") if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is 
equal to the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer 
is included (col. 5, lines 34-37 "FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" 
and "previous pointer" pointers are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer 
is the same as the "previous pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in 
the list... final pointer is deleted) and not deleting the memory-resident element if the 
value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory 
location of the smart pointer in which the pointer is included (col. 5, lines 43-46 "If the 
"next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous pointer" pointer, however, then 
there are clearly other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer 
is removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506")". 
Therefore, the Examiner considers Oliver does disclose the limitations as claimed in 
claim 23. 
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Respecting Claim 35 (page 22) 

But, as the Examiaer already acknowledged, the cited text of Oliver at col. 5, lines 34-37 
compares the next and previous pointers. The *'the memory location of the smart pointer in 
which the selected previous pointer is included'* is not even considered or mentioned in the cited 
text of Oliver. It is not used in the Oliver test. Only the next and previous pointers are compared 
in Oliver. Hence, Oliver unquestionably fails to dLsclose at least Applicant's claimed feature of 
"comparing the value of the previous pointer to the value of the memory location of the smart 
pointer in which the selected previous pointer is included." Likewise, Oliver fails disclose the 
step of "deleting the memory-resident clement associated with the smart pointer if the value of 
the previous pointer of the smart pointer is equal to the value of the memory location of the 
smart pointer in which the previous pointer is included and not deleting the memory-resident 
element if the value of the previous pointer of the smart pointer is not equal to the value of the 
memory location of the smart pointer in which the previous pointer is included" as recited in 
claim 35. For at least these reason, the rejection of claim 35 in view of Oliver is deficient, as 
Oliver fails to disclose each and every element recited in claim 35. 

Examiner's Response 

In response to Appellant argument, Oliver discloses as described previously 
in the final action mailed on April 21 , 2006 that Oliver discloses the method and 
apparatus to perform memory management in an object-oriented programming (See the 
Abstract). More specifically, for the limitation "comparing the value of the next pointer to 
the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer is 
included", as indicated by the examiner that the Oliver compares/examines next and 
previous pointer in the memory which could only be done by comparing the memory 
locations/addresses of the pointers (see the attached for the definition of address from 
Microsoft dictionary). In addition, Oliver discloses the pointers next and previous are 
examined (compared) before they are deleted from the memory (col. 5, lines 34-37 
"FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" and "previous pointer" pointers 
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are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer is the same as the "previous 
pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in the list... final pointer is 
deleted,, no pointers will remain in the list. Thus, if the "next pointer" pointer is the same 
as the "previous pointer" pointer, then the object... deleted... and the last pointer to the 
object... deleted... If the "next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous 
pointer"... other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer is 
removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506") 
(Emphasis added). Appellant further argued and in response to Appellant 
argument, Oliver discloses the limitation "deleting the memory-resident element 
associated with the smart pointer (col. 5, lines 28-29 "the object (memory resident 
element) is then deemed unreferenced and may be deleted" and col. 5, lines 22-23 
"delete a pointer... is deleted") if the value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is 
equal to the value of the memory location of the smart pointer in which the next pointer 
is included (col. 5, lines 34-37 "FIG. 5D... Prior to deleting a pointer, the "next pointer" 
and "previous pointer" pointers are examined (compared)... If the "next pointer" pointer 
is the same as the "previous pointer" then there is clearly only one pointer remaining in 
the list... final pointer is deleted) and not deleting the memory-resident element if the 
value of the next pointer of the smart pointer is not equal to the value of the memory 
location of the smart pointer in which the pointer is included (col. 5, lines 43-46 "If the 
"next pointer" pointer is not the same as the "previous pointer" pointer, however, then 
there are clearly other pointers remaining that point to the object. In this case, a pointer 
is removed from the list in step 508 and then the pointer is deleted in step 506")". 



Application/Control Number: 10/079.928 Page 28 

Art Unit: 2191 

Therefore, the Examiner considers Oliver does disclose the limitations as claimed in 
claim 35. 



(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the 
Related Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Satish S. Rampuria 
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Eddie Lee (Appeal brief specialist) 
Mary Steelman (Primary Examiner) 
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